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it is instructive. M he wishes to maintain is that metaphysics
must take account of such real oppositions and include the notion
of-negative quantities which are used to express them as notions
of realities and not merely privations. He does not notice that he
himself has now rendered such inclusion impossible by showing,
(1)  that causal sequences are distinct from inferential sequences,
(2) that inferential sequences are strictly valid only when they can
be demonstrated conceptually by means of the dictum, (3) that
physical truths cannot be so demonstrated since the real opposition
which many of them involve is entirely different from logical
negation. But instead of criticizing rationalism for its failure to
provide any logical basis for scientific method at all, he merely
urges it to use the notion of negative magnitudes to help its own
investigations. The conclusion of the essay, however, shows that
Kant is on the verge of formulating his real difficulty in an adequate
way. Here he returns from the special question of logical and real
opposition to the wider one of the contrast between logical and
real connexion in general.  The whole passage1 is too long to
quote; but the gist of it is that a causal connexion is never really
rendered intelligible by the only account which rationalism can
offer of it; for in a valid inferential process (conceived in the very
narrow way in which Kant insists that it ought to be) the con-
ception of the predicate in the conclusion is regarded as being
actually part of and therefore contained in the conception of the
subject. All that inference does is to make the fact that it is so
contained explicit by exhibiting the relation of both conceptions
to a third conception which is the middle term. But it is quite
clear that the causal sequences which as scientists we are con-
cerned to study are not at all like this, for the motion of a body A
which is the effect of the impact on it of another body B is not
'contained in* the motion of B but is something quite distinct
from it which can never be discovered by analysis of it. But if, as
seems to be the case, effects are not discoverable by analysis of
their causes, how on rationalist principles are they to be discovered
at all?
At this stage the conclusion of Hume that they are not discover-
able, but can only be guessed at, is inevitable unless the situation
can be saved by a complete revolution in Wolffian metaphysics.
1 Ak. ii, pp. 201-4.